important war to have fought and won.2 What then do we mean exactly by an antiwar fìlm, and how would it work? It appears far easier to grasp the meaning and gauge the effects of pro-war films. These are films that represent wars as effective rites of passage and as valid means of becoming a man. Some will represent war as important and valued by society, usually some particular war but often, by extension, these films suggest that war is a legitimate and necessary practice in general.
Pro-war films sometimes have the effect of sanitizing war, making it look cleaner and less destructive than it really is, but more often they will present it as brutal but morally necessary, militarily effective, and irresistibly exciting. Many will present death and sacrifice as ways to gain recognition, respect, remembrance, and admiration from other men and from society in general. To evoke Wilfred Owen's famous revision of Horace, pro-war films tell the'bld lie" that dying for one's country is both'dulce et decorumi'which can be translated roughly as "sweet and justJ' Pro-war films strive to enchant war, in the sense that Sarah Cole has defined it, by endowing violent death with generative value, representing it as something "positive and communal, perhaps even sacred" (Cole,2009, p. rc34) . During World War II, according to Clayton R. Koppes and Gregory D. Black (2007,p.66) , the Office of War Information asked filmmakers to consider the question "Will this picture help win the war?" Film historians have amply documented how enthusiastically Hollywood answered the call to present war films that would "help win the war" (Schatz, 2006; May, 2006) . Even before the war, Hollywood had warmed up to the prospect of convincing a nation of isolationists that war was a duty they should embrace with the Gary Cooper film Sgt. York (1941) , a biographical film about a deeply religious farmer who became a decorated hero in World War I despite his misgivings about how to reconcile his moral obligations to God with those to his country. Sgt. York was so clearly a pro-war film that it became embroiled in legal controversy about violating America's official neutrality laws until the attack on Pearl Harbor rendered the controversy moot (Koppes and Black, 1987 , pp. 39-47 (Kovic, 1976,p.55) . Lawrence H. Suid reports that when a group of recruits at Camp Pendleton in the early 1960s was asked why they had joined the Marine Corps, half of them answered that they had enlisted "because of the lohn Wayne movies they had seen' (Suid, 2002, p. 131 (Smith, 2006, p. 160 Tom\ Cabin (1852), making people "feel right)'that is, feel "strongl¡ healthily and justl¡ on the great interests of humanit¡' is already of great benefit and involves doing something political (Stowe, 1984, p. 385, emphasis in original) . Similarl¡ in a recent issue of Wø4
Literature and the Arts, Thomas Horne writes that'great political film making can do more than help its audience to understand the political landscape differently it can get under its audience's skin and force it to feel its own mistakes and change its self understanding" (Horne, 2010, pro-and antiwar films seem to acknowledge. The field of spectatorship studies emerged in the 197Os-based on semiotics, Marxism, and Lacanian psychoanalysis-and proposed a model of film reception that gave the camera enormous power of persuasion. The so-called "apparatus theory" of spectatorship assumed that the camera's point of view and organization of the visual field did effectively "force" the viewer to accept the "subject-position' implied by the camera's perspective, especially in realist cinema, where the illusion of objectivity and transparency was most insistently cultivated. The viewer was said to be "sutured" into a specific visual and, by consequence, ideological position, and Horne's argument about In the Valley of Elah seems to assume the film will work in this way (Silverman, 1986 Iser, 1978; Staiger, 1992; Mayne, 1993 (Whitman, 1996, p.802) . Antiwar art has thus largely conceived of itself as attempting to show some aspect of "the real war." Specifically, this has usually been understood as the horror of carnage, the ubiquity and finality of death, mutilation of the mind and body, the role of chance and accident, the fallibility of officers, and the cruel and brutal actions soldiers are often obliged to do. In keeping with this aesthetic imperative, Civil War veteran and writer Ambrose Bierceb most antiwar story' "Chickamaugai' is the most graphic and gruesome of all his Civil War fiction, describing soldiers as dehumanized and broken things crawling on the ground or pulling themselves along with useless legs dragging behind (Bierce, 1966, p.50) . Similarly, Wilfred Owen .orrnt.., the 'bld lie" in "Dulce and Decorum Est" with the truth of chemical warfare and the gruesome asphyxiation of a victim of mustard gas (Owen, 1963, (cf. Soltysik, 2008; Hanich, 2003) . The characters that viewers identify with are often virtuous victims, scared, usually young, beleaguered, endangered, defìned by suffering (Williams, 1998 . depiction of death as unredeemed and meaningless -a senseless waste . and finally, an emphasis on the maddening sounds of war (pounding of artillery, bombs dropping, etc.) in order to offer an alternative to the spectacle of combat.
Since this list is too long to discuss in detail, I will examine several of these devices in relation to specifìc films.
Probably the most common and most powerful weapon in the antiwar film arsenal, if I may be permitted, is the child. Caroline Levander has extensively written about the cultural work of the child as trope for both "innocence and nationl' a conjunction of associations that makes the child a particularlyusèful device for antiwar narrative (Levander and Singley, 2003, p.5 ). The child is essentially innocent, pre-ideological, nonpolitical, and yet easily made to symbolize national identity and its possible futures (ibid., p. 4). Moreover, children are small and weak and therefore make excellent protagonists of melodrama, which requires virtuous victims (Williams, 1998 (Kyle, 2012 to Mohammed at the end of the "real" narrative when he is in Mexico, suggesting that he will continue to suffer from psychological symptoms even if he has made the right decision to go AWOL and not redeploy. We learn halfway through the film that the origin of these hallucinations is an incident in which Jesús killed a man (now the ghost Mohammed) and his daughter, a girl very similar to his own in age and appearance, while they were eating dinner in their home. The film uses Mohammed to make a clear statement about the prevalence of the killing of civilians in the war in Iraq, and uses fesus'guilt-related PTSD as a way of denouncing the war and indirectly warning other green-card soldiers (Latino soldiers who use the military as a means to acquire legal residency and eventual citizenship for themselves and their families) that the price may not be worth it.
The antiwar tactic of stressing psychological damage, shellshock, or pTSD, which has become particularly common since the Vietnam War, has a long and important history in the twentieth century. Although the film is an explicit and bitter diatribe against the violence of World War I, its antiwar message is somewhat undercut by two other elements in the film. The first is a demonization of the German soldiers, especially in the repeated scene of Edith telling ofher rape at the hands ofseveral soldiers, represented by giant black shadows on the wall.
Agnieszka Soltysik Monnet
In this respect, the film remains thoroughly French in its memory of the war and echoes the iconography of World War I propaganda (which depicted Germans as gorilla-like "Huns"). A second subplot that complicates the antiwar message of the film is the gradual humanization of Jean's rival, François, a man who seems very unlikeable at first and who becomes fean's closest friend as a result of the bond they share as soldiers despite their rivalry for Edith' The theme of the great love and camaraderie between fighting men is a staple of the pro-war film because it tends to re-enchant war rather than disenchant it. In Gance's film, the experience of hardship and combat clearly has a softening and humanizing effect on François, who becomes a loyal caretaker to the increasingly frail and finally mad Jean. In fact, I would argue that the PTSD tactic has only limited effectiveness as a cinematic argument against war because it is too easily recuperated by the logic that while úhls particular soldier is driven mad, others are not, and that enduring trauma is an exception that befalls an unlucky or unworthy few It also lends itself well to the position that while (2007) , stop-Loss (2008), and Brothers (2009) .6 Even the commercially successful The Hurt Locker (2008) makes PTSD its central theme by making its protagonist a man who is something of a functioning PTSD victim (the way we speak of a highfunctioning alcoholic), and has turned his emotional numbness and disconnectedness into a professional asset in his job as a bomb disposal expert. Martin Barker has attributed the commercial success of the film at least in part to its exceptionally apolitical character, to the fact that it is pointedly not an antiwar film in any obvious sense (Barker, 201 l, 
